Intentionally looking bad at work is a type of impression management in which employees purposefully attempt to convey unfavorable impressions. Drawing on the employment experiences of 162 individuals, we documented five forms of such behavior: decreasing performance, not working to potential, withdrawal, displaying a bad attitude, and broadcasting limitations. Motives for managing poor impressions were also documented. The management of poor impressions was discriminable from the management of favorable impressions and selfhandicapping. We provide a preliminary framework for understanding the management of poor impressions. We thank Mark Leary, Delroy Paulhus, Donna Randall, Peter Villanova, and this journal's reviewers for comments on earlier versions of this article. Also, we thank Jerry Goodstein, David Lemack, Steven Maurer, and Thomas Tripp for their help in data collection.
impressions involves employees influencing the perceptions of others, observers, such as managers, could easily make incorrect attributions regarding employee behavior. Their doing so could exacerbate the consequences of the employees intentionally looking bad. For example, without an understanding of the methods and motives for managing poor impressions, managers might misdiagnose employee performance problems.
The purpose of this study was to investigate people's methods and motives for intentionally looking bad in organizations. We also intended to build theory in the area by distinguishing the focal behavior from related constructs and developing a preliminary model of the management of poor impressions.
THEORY AND HYPOTHESES

Definition of Intentionally Looking Bad at Work
We conceived of intentionally looking bad at work as a form of impression management whereby an employee purposefully attempts to convey an unfavorable impression. For a behavior to be identified as an aspect of this form of impression management, we required that (1) the person engaging in the behavior believe that a specific person or group will see the behavior as bad and (2) the ultimate target of the behavior is that person or group. Our definition of intentionally looking bad excludes behaviors that involve looking bad to one person or group in order to look good to another person or group. It also excludes behaviors that involve looking bad in one sense in order to look good in another sense.
Does the Management of Poor Impressions Occur in Organizations?
There is some previous evidence that the management of poor impressions occurs in organizations. Kowalski and Leary (1990) employed a job simulation in which subjects were led to believe that either the better or worse adjusted of two workers would perform an onerous task. As predicted, subjects "self-depreciated" to a greater extent when the well-adjusted worker was to perform the task. This form of self-depreciation falls within the domain of managing poor impressions because Kowalski and Leary's subjects used self-depreciation in order to avoid a very unpleasant task, not to mask an attempt at looking good.
The literature on playing dumb (Dean, Braito, Powers, & Grant, 1975; Gove et al., 1980; Komarovsky, 1946; Wallin, 1950) supplies additional evidence that some employees intentionally look bad at work. Playing dumb involves an individual pretending to be less intelligent or knowledgeable than he or she really is. This behavior falls within the domain of managing poor impressions because playing dumb is not a subtle attempt to look good in some ego-involving sense, nor does it involve looking bad to one target in order to look good to another target. Instead, playing dumb appears to be an effort to adapt to frustrating or demeaning social constraints resulting from, for example, involvement in an authoritarian relationship or an extremely competitive environment (Gove et al., 1980) . Gove and colleagues (1980) conducted phone interviews with 2,247 respondents from 48 states, asking them whether they had ever pretended to be less intelligent or knowledgeable than they were and, if they had done so, how frequently they had engaged in this behavior. Respondents were also asked about the targets of the behavior. Overall, 25 percent of the respondents reported playing dumb on occasion. Further, 17.0 percent of working men reported playing dumb with their co-workers and 14.9 percent reported playing dumb with their bosses. Working women were less likely than men to report this behavior at work: 9.4 percent reported playing dumb with their co-workers and 7.2 percent reported playing dumb with their bosses.
Kowalski and Leary's (1990) research involved a laboratory simulation using undergraduate psychology students as subjects. Therefore, whether their findings generalize to employees in organizations is an open question. Gove and colleagues' (1980) work was limited in that they examined only one method of managing poor impressions, playing dumb. Nevertheless, these two studies suggest that some employees, at some times, intentionally look bad at work. Thus, Hypothesis 1: The management of poor impressions occurs in organizations.
Managing Poor Impressions Versus Managing Favorable Impressions
It could be argued that many attempts to look bad are simply veiled attempts to look good. For example, there is evidence that people use humility and modesty to ingratiate themselves to others (e.g., Baumeister & Jones, 1978; Langston & Cantor, 1989; Schlenker & Leary, 1982; Stires & Jones, 1969) . By our definition, such cases do not represent the management of poor impressions because, as Giacalone and Rosenfeld (1986) pointed out, the purpose of these forms of self-depreciation is to mask the desire to look good. Hence, modesty and humility are subtle tactics for managing favorable, not unfavorable, impressions.
According to Leary and Kowalski (1990) , impression management is a function of five factors: self-concept (the way a person views himself or herself), desired identity image (how the person would like to view him-or herself), role constraints (expectations associated with social roles), targets' values (the preferences of significant others), and current or potential social image (how the person is currently regarded or would like to be regarded by others). To the extent these antecedents are stable over time, people should develop a fairly characteristic set of presentational strategies, or strategies for managing impressions. To avoid inconsistencies in self-concept or social identity, a given individual's set of presentational strategies should be more or less homogenous. Because the strategies for looking bad probably differ markedly from those for looking good, people who frequently manage both favorable impressions and poor impressions would be in danger of being (Berglas & Jones, 1978 ). An example is a golfer's claiming to have a bad back. If the golfer slices the ball into the woods, he or she can blame the poor shot on the injury. If the golfer makes a hole-in-one, however, his or her image is enhanced by having made a great shot despite the injury.
Because self-handicapping is a form of impression management that may involve the handicapper's looking bad (Kolditz & Arkin, 1982; Luginbuhl & Palmer, 1991) , this construct may appear to be very similar to managing poor impressions. However, it is important to note that selfhandicappers attempt to look bad in one sense only in order to look good in a wider, more ego-involving sense (Higgins et al., 1990). Hence, as with modesty and humility, self-handicapping is ultimately a tactic for managing favorable impressions. The management of poor impressions, on the other hand, does not involve looking bad in one way in order to look good in another way. Also, self-handicapping is an attempt to avoid responsibility for failure, but intentionally looking bad may involve seeking responsibility for failure.
Because the management of poor impressions and self-handicapping are both types of impression management involving an individual's performing suboptimally, they are probably positively related. However, because of the differences in the constructs outlined above, the magnitude of this relationship should be only moderate. Therefore, Hypothesis 3: The tendency to manage poor impressions is moderately and positively related to the tendency to engage in self-handicapping.
Methods and Motives for Managing Poor Impressions in Organizations
Because this was the first study of the specific methods and motives for managing poor impressions in organizations, our investigation of methods and motives was largely exploratory. Still, some insights into the nature of methods and motives for managing poor impressions can be gleaned from prior theory and research.
Regarding methods of intentionally looking bad, evidence indicates that people may intentionally use certain forms of self-depreciation, such as playing dumb (e.g., Gove et al., 1980) and attempting to appear incompetent , to look bad at work. Also, Twaddle (1979) Leary & Miller, 1986 ). An example in the workplace would be an employee's decreasing his or her performance to reduce the stress associated with a heavy workload. Obtaining valued outcomes is another likely motive. For example, psychiatric researchers have suggested that the offensive behavior of some mental patients may be largely a product of positive reinforcement (Carson, 1969; Schlenker, 1980) , and Leary and Miller (1990) asserted that the desire to achieve certain outcomes sometimes leads people to project images of themselves that include undesirable characteristics. An example in organizations would be an employee's displaying a bad attitude in an attempt to get a raise. Thus, Hypothesis 5: Motives for managing poor impressions in organizations include avoiding unpleasant tasks or events and attempting to obtain valued outcomes.
To investigate the phenomenon of intentionally looking bad at work, we conducted two studies. The first, a pilot study, involved a small group of 1995 179 undergraduates and was carried out in order to develop categories for classifying methods and motives for the management of poor impressions. The second, primary study involved a larger number of people and was completed to cross-validate the categories identified in the pilot, improve their reliability, and test the hypotheses.
PILOT STUDY
Methods
Respondents. Thirty-six upper division students in an introductory course on human resource management taught at the main campus of a large northwestern university were invited to participate in the pilot study. Students were offered the options of either participating in the study or completing a short paper, with both assignments worth equal course credit. Of the 36 students, 28 elected to participate in the study; 43 percent of these were women. The average age of the respondents was 21.4 years.
Procedures. To generate cases of intentionally looking bad in organizations, we asked the respondents to provide a written answer to an openended question regarding the management of poor impressions. The instructions provided an example of a situation in which an employee appeared to display a bad attitude in an attempt to receive a pay raise. Respondents were then asked Can you think of any real-life examples when someone (yourself or someone else) intentionally made him-or herself look bad at work (that is, stupid, greedy, or in some way ineffective)? In the space below, describe, if you can, a very specific situation where someone tried to look bad on purpose. Be sure to (1) explain the situation clearly, and (2) describe why the person tried to look bad.
Oral instructions to the students emphasized that course credit would be given even to those respondents who had never seen such behavior or who could not recall instances of seeing someone intentionally look bad at work. This was done to minimize the likelihood that respondents would make up examples simply to get credit. Completed responses were turned in one week from the day the instructions were handed out.
Results
Content analysis (Babbie, 1989; Holsti, 1969 ) was used to classify cases. In creating categories of methods, the first author carefully read the students' cases and then sorted them into classes that, in his judgment, contained similar methods. In labeling these classes, the first author considered the methods reflected in Hypothesis 4 and the specific nature of the cases within each class. Through this process, five categories of methods for intentionally looking bad at work were developed. The following are the categories and their definitions. To create categories of motives, the first author read the cases once again and sorted them into classes containing similar motives. In labeling these classes, the motives reflected in Hypothesis 5 and the specific nature of the cases within each class were considered. Four classes of motives for intentionally looking bad at work were developed: (1) Avoidance: Employee seeks to avoid additional work, stress, burnout, or an unwanted transfer or promotion. (2) Obtain concrete rewards: Employee seeks to obtain a pay raise or a desired transfer, promotion, or demotion. (3) Exit: Employee seeks to get laid off, fired, or suspended, and perhaps also to collect unemployment or workers' compensation. (4) Power: Employee seeks to control, manipulate, or intimidate others, get revenge, or make someone else look bad.
Using these definitions and guidelines, two graduate students working on dissertations in the field of organizational behavior classified each case into the categories of methods and motives. The guidelines indicated that some cases might reflect multiple methods, multiple motives, or both. To assess interrater agreement, we used the Tinsley and Weiss (1975) index recommended by Schmitt and Klimoski (1991). The formula for this index is as follows: T = (N1 -NP)/(N -NP), where N1 is the number of agreements between raters, N is the number of cases rated, and P is the probability that raters would agree by chance. Table 1 shows results for interrater agreement and the proportion of the cases classified into each category of method and motive.
PRIMARY STUDY: METHODS
Respondents
One hundred sixty-four business students in four classes conducted at two branch campuses of the same university used in the pilot study were invited to participate in the primary study. Students from branch campuses were used because, in this university, these individuals tended to be older and have more job experience than students at the main campus. Hence, we believed the branch campus students would better represent employees than the undergraduates from the main campus.
Of the 164 students, 162 voluntarily participated in the study and received extra credit for their involvement. Measures were made at two separate times; 145 students participated at both measurement times, and 17 participated at time 1 only. Over three-quarters (78.4%) of the respondents were currently employed, and all had been employed at some point during the past five years. Roughly half (50.3%) of the respondents had held management positions. Women made up 56.2 percent of the respondents, and 90.7 percent of the respondents were white. The average respondent was 30.25 years old, had been a full-time employee for 33.4 months (2.78 years) over the last five years, and had been at his or her current job for the past 41.9 months (3.49 years). These individuals represented a variety of occupations and included electrical engineers, accounting clerks, paralegals, technicians, dock workers, office supervisors, secretaries, insurance agents, food servers, accountants, sales managers, general office workers, opticians, and finance officers.
Procedures
Instructions to respondents. Surveys were sent to the instructors of the four courses, who then distributed the materials to their students. As in the pilot study, we asked the students to respond to an open-ended question regarding their observations of the management of poor impressions. However, drawing on the results of the pilot study, we refined the instructions by providing what we believed to be a more typical example of managing poor impressions than was provided previously:
Mary has been working very hard on her job. In fact, it seems that the harder she works the more work she is asked to do. After several years of this, Mary feels very stressed and "burned out." So, in order to reduce her workload and the accompanying February 182 stress, Mary attempts to lower her boss's opinion of her by decreasing her performance. This way, Mary believes, she won't be asked to do so much work.
The rest of the instructions were identical to those given in the pilot, except that we told respondents, "If you cannot think of any such situation, please skip to Section 2." The remainder of the survey asked questions about the case reported in the first section, the frequency with which the respondent had seen himself or herself and others try to make themselves look bad, and demographic characteristics. Respondents were given one week to complete the survey outside of class. Students turned in their questionnaires to their instructors, who then sent them to us via campus mail.
Instructions to raters. Two graduate students, different from those in the pilot study, working on their dissertations in the field of organizational behavior served as raters in the primary study. In an attempt to improve interrater agreement, we slightly altered the definitions of two of the methods, providing raters with these definitions:
Withdraw-Engage in absence, tardiness, faked illness, or unauthorized or long breaks (including socializing with co-workers or others). by temporally separating the measurement of key variables. To reduce concerns about response bias in our study, we assessed the respondents' tendency to engage in impression management and self-handicapping in a second survey administered one month following the completion and return of the first survey. The same procedures of administration and survey return were used at time 2 as had been used at time 1. Classification of methods and motives. To quantify the classification of cases, we created dummy-coded variables for each category. For a given method or motive, a value of 0 represented cases that were not classified into the category and a value of 1 represented cases that were so classified. For a case to be classified into a category of method or motive, both raters had to agree that the case belonged in that category.
Broadcast limitations-
Time 1 Measures
Frequency of managing poor impressions. The frequency with which respondents managed poor impressions at work was assessed by two items (1) "About how often have you yourself tried to make yourself look worse than you are at work?" (five-point scale, never to very often). And (2) "About how many times in the last five years have you yourself tried to make yourself look worse than you are at work?" (six-point scale, from 0 to more than 20). We computed scale scores by summing responses on the two items (a = .93).
The frequency with which respondents had seen other people manage poor impressions was measured by the same items and response format, with "other people" and appropriate referents replacing "you" and its referents. We again computed scale scores by summing responses on the two items ((x = .85).
Actor and target. To determine the actor in the cases the respondents provided, we asked: "In the situation you just described, who was trying to make himself or herself look bad?" Response categories were (1) "you," (2) "another person you worked with," and (3) "other." A "not applicable" option was provided for respondents who had never seen or could not remember seeing anyone intentionally look bad at work. To determine the target of the management of poor impressions, we asked: "In the situation you described, who was the person trying to look bad to?" Response categories were: (1) "his/her immediate boss," (2) "management in general," (3) "co-workers," (4) "subordinates," and (5) "other." A "not applicable" option was also provided for this question. To assess the dimensionality of impression management for our data, we used principal axis factoring with squared multiple correlations as communality estimates to fit the common factor model to the data. On the basis of the differences between eigenvalues and an examination of the scree plot, one factor was selected. We computed scale scores for impression management by summing responses on all 20 items (oa = .84). Complete information on scale development is available upon request.
Self-handicapping. To assess the tendency to engage in self-handicapping, we used a revised version of Jones and Rhodewalt's (1982) 25-item Self-Handicapping Scale. Examples of items are (1) "I suppose I feel 'under the weather' more often than most people," (2) "I would do much better if I did not let my emotions get in the way," and (3) "I often think I have more than my share of bad luck in sports, card games, and other measures of talent." Responses were given on a scale ranging from 0, "disagree very much," to 5, "agree very much." Rhodewalt (1990) reported acceptable internal consistency for this scale, obtaining a Cronbach's alpha for a sample of 503 individuals of .79; he also reported acceptable stability, obtaining a test-retest reliability for a sample of 90 individuals over a one-month period of .74. However, Rhodewalt also noted some evidence that the measure is multidimensional and that several items may be poor indicators of the underlying constructs. Other evidence for the validity of this measure is provided in Strube (1985) and Rhodewalt.
We followed the same statistical procedure as for impression management to assess the dimensionality of self-handicapping. Because of problems of interpretability and internal consistency, we dropped one factor whose composite scale had an alpha of .58. Seven items loaded on the other factor, which was interpretable as a tendency to engage in self-handicapping. Therefore, we computed scale scores for self-handicapping by summing 1995 185 across these seven items. Coefficient alpha for our data was .74. Complete information on scale development is available upon request. Table 2 contains the descriptive statistics for all the measures. Results of the qualitative analyses and tests of hypotheses are detailed below.
PRIMARY STUDY: RESULTS
Cases
Of our 162 participants, 91 (56.2%) reported incidents in which they or someone else managed poor impressions. The Appendix provides excerpts of cases illustrating each category of method and motive. Reading the cases indicates that both impression construction and impression motivation are multifaceted. In many instances, a given case includes several strategies for managing poor impressions and a variety of reasons for doing so. Together, these cases constitute evidence that the management of poor impressions occurs in the workplace and is a discriminable, legitimate phenomenon. Table 1 gives the percentages of cases classified into each category of method and motive and interrater agreement for each category for both the pilot and the primary study. Values of the Tinsley and Weiss (1975) index of agreement for several of the categories are considerably larger in the primary study than in the pilot. For example, agreement for the category "not work to potential" is .97 for the primary study and .78 for the pilot. As Table 1 shows, overall agreement for the classification of both methods and motives appears to be somewhat improved. We attribute the increase in agreement largely to refinement in the definitions of the categories and the expanded guidelines for classification.
Tests of Hypotheses
To test Hypothesis 1, we first examined whether the mean frequency with which respondents had themselves managed poor impressions was greater than 1.0, a value indicating that a respondent had never tried to make himself or herself look bad at work. We found that the mean frequency (x = 1.49) was indeed greater than 1.0 (t = 9.09, p < .01). Next, we examined results for observations of others; this mean frequency was also greater than 1.0 (x = 2.58, t = 17.68, p < .01). These findings support Hypothesis 1.
As Table 2 shows, scores on the impression management scale were moderately, inversely related to the frequency with which respondents engaged in managing poor impressions (r = -.31, p < .05). This finding supports Hypothesis 2. In addition, as Table 2 shows, the frequency with which respondents themselves intentionally looked bad at work was moderately and positively related to self-handicapping (r = .30, p < .05), supporting Hypothesis 3.
The simple correlations reported in the last paragraph represent the relationships among the relevant variables (managing poor impression, man- The purpose of this analysis was to examine the magnitude of the increment in R2 associated with impression management and self-handicapping as a set. The second analysis was a simultaneous regression equation into which all variables were entered at the same time. The purpose here was to determine whether or not both impression management and self-handicapping accounted for unique variance. Table 3 shows results. As can be seen, impression management scores and self-handicapping together account for about 8 percent of the variance in the frequency with which respondents intentionally looked bad at work, over and above variance explained by the demographic variables. Further, as the table shows, impression management scores and self-handicapping were the only variables in the simultaneous regression to explain a significant amount of unique variance. The categories of methods based on Hypothesis 4 and developed in the pilot study proved to be useful for classifying cases in the primary study. Methods for looking bad at work included decreasing performance (looking less competent by restricting productivity, making mistakes, or neglecting tasks) and not working to potential (including feigning ignorance). Both methods involve forms of self-depreciation. Other methods included displaying a bad attitude and withdrawal. Both of these methods, we suggest, involve behaving in ways contrary to social norms. Finally, some employees broadcast limitations by assertively informing others of physical problems and work-related errors. As Table 1 shows, the raters classified cases into each method category very reliably. These findings tend to support Hypothesis 4.
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Categories of motives based on Hypothesis 5 and developed in the pilot also proved to be useful for classifying cases in the primary study. Avoidance of additional work or stress was a common motive for managing poor impressions, as was attempting to obtain such valued outcomes as concrete rewards, organizational exit, and power over others. As Table 1 shows, the raters also classified cases into each category of motive very reliably. These results tend to support Hypothesis 5.
Ancillary Analyses
Test for instructor effect. To examine whether an instructor effect accounted for variance in the management of poor impressions, we created three effects-coded variables to represent the four course instructors who had administered the survey. The frequency of reports of individuals' intentionally looking bad was then regressed on these variables. The effects-coded variables did not explain variance in the frequency with which respondents intentionally made themselves look bad (R2 = .01, F = 0.69, n.s.), nor did these variables account for significant variance in the frequency with which respondents observed others managing poor impressions (R2 = .02, F = 1.22, n.s.).
Actors and targets. With respect to the actor in the cases, 22 percent of the respondents who provided cases described a scenario in which they themselves had intentionally looked bad, and 74.6 percent described scenarios in which someone else managed poor impressions. The remaining 3.4 percent of the respondents described complex cases involving themselves and others purposefully managing poor impressions. Regarding the target of the impression management, 57.1 percent of the respondents who supplied cases described scenarios in which their immediate bosses were the foci of the behaviors. In 35.2 percent of the cases, management in general was the target, and in 14.3 percent of the cases co-workers were the targets. In 2.2 percent of the cases, a supervisor was described as trying to look bad to a subordinate. These numbers total more than 100 percent because some of the cases involved multiple targets.
Impression management and actors. To examine the relationship between the actor in the cases and the management of favorable impressions, 1995 189 we created a dummy-coded variable in which a value of 0 represented cases in which the respondents reported themselves as the actor and a value of 1 represented cases in which respondents reported someone else as the actor. The correlation of this variable with the management of favorable impressions was significant (r = .32, p < .01). Thus, respondents who reported cases of themselves managing poor impressions tended to score lower on the measure of impression management than respondents who reported instances of someone besides themselves managing poor impressions.
DISCUSSION
The central finding of our study is verification that people do sometimes intentionally look bad at work. In the current investigation, the most common target of the management of poor impressions was an immediate supervisor. However, employees sometimes attempted to look bad to their peers and, on occasion, supervisors intentionally looked bad to their subordinates. Another important finding is that intentionally looking bad is empirically discriminable from related concepts: roughly 90 percent of the variance in the management of poor impressions was not shared with the management of favorable impressions or self-handicapping. This finding supports our definition of intentionally looking bad and our contention that managing poor impressions differs from concepts such as humility, modesty, and self-handicapping.
Our research contributes to the broad literature on impression management in at least two ways. First, our finding that impression management can involve intentionally looking bad calls into question Zerbe and Paulhus's (1987) suggestion that impression management is a subset of socially desirable responding. We suggest that it is more reasonable to consider impression management as a separate phenomenon, one that only sometimes involves socially desirable responding. Second, by investigating methods and motives for intentionally looking bad, the study adds to our understanding of impression construction and impression motivation. The methods people use to intentionally look bad found in this study are quite different from the influence tactics they use to look good (cf. Kipnis et al., 1980; Yukl & Falbe, 1990 ). In addition, motives for managing poor impressions seem to differ from those for managing favorable impressions. For instance, in discussing the reasons people attempt to look good, Leary and Kowalski (1990) more likely to occur than others. Not working to potential in order to look bad tends to be motivated by the desire to avoid additional work. Displaying a "bad attitude" in order to look bad tends to be motivated by a desire to leave an organization.
The taxonomy of methods and motives developed in this study is unlikely to be universal. There may be other methods and motives for managing poor impressions, and some of our categories may not be found in all organizations. Still, cases from the primary study were very reliably placed into the categories developed in the pilot. Further, if the taxonomy was not generalizable, there should have been many instances in which either (1) cases in the primary study could not be placed in the taxonomy and required other categories or (2) categories in the taxonomy were not needed to place cases. In fact, nearly all the cases from the primary study could be placed in the taxonomy and all the categories in the taxonomy were used, suggesting the taxonomy may be to some extent generalizable.
The management of poor impressions does not appear to occur with great frequency but appears to be common enough to warrant further investigation. Over half of our respondents reported witnessing a case of someone intentionally looking bad at work. In addition, although respondents suggested that they themselves seldom engaged in such behavior, they typically reported observing others intentionally looking bad "occasionally." Evidence also suggested that respondents who did not discuss cases of themselves managing poor impressions may have been attempting to manage favorable impressions-with us the researchers presumably as targets. A related finding was that the majority of respondents preferred to provide cases of people other than themselves managing poor impressions. These results suggest that our self-report data may have underestimated the actual frequency of intentionally looking bad. In fact, relatively high levels of managing poor impressions may be symptomatic of dysfunctional organizational cultures. Thus, investigation of within-organization and between-organizations variation in employees' intentionally looking bad is a potentially fruitful topic for future research.
Even in organizations in which the management of poor impressions has a low base rate, intentionally looking bad may have important consequences. Most of the methods and motives for intentionally looking bad identified in this study involve actions that are typically disadvantageous to organizations. In addition, the management of poor impressions appears to promote inaccurate perceptions among organization members. This inaccuracy could itself produce negative outcomes by leading organizational decision makers to misinterpret employee behavior. A review of the cases described in the Appendix indicates that outcomes of managing poor impressions can include inequitable treatment of employees, increased health care costs, decreased customer satisfaction, and decreased individual and organizational effectiveness resulting from lower productivity. Whenever such outcomes occur, the financial and social costs are unlikely to be trivial. To guide future research toward a deeper understanding of the management of poor impressions, we offer the tentative framework illustrated in Figure 1 . In this model, people's motives for intentionally looking bad are a function of individual differences and situational factors. Possibly relevant individual differences are the need for achievement and self-esteem. We suspect that individuals with a high need for achievement will be less likely to engage in the management of poor impressions because this behavior would not generally be expected to result in long-term career advancement. We also suspect that employees with chronically low self-esteem will be more likely to manage poor impressions because looking bad to others is consistent with their own negative self-perceptions.
Examples of potentially relevant situational factors are task characteristics and leader attributes. Jobs with low autonomy, insufficient feedback, and uninteresting duties probably set the stage for the development of such motives as the avoidance of unpleasant work and organizational exit. Supportive leaders who consider the needs of subordinates may be able to reduce employees' potential to be motivated by concerns such as organizational exit and revenge (power). Leaders who supply reasonable goals and John is a unionized production worker whose job, while financially rewarding, involves performing repetitive, uninteresting tasks at a furious rate of speed. John has chronically low selfesteem and low need for achievement but is generally a good worker. John's new supervisor, in a desire to impress the employer, wants to increase the productivity of his unit. However, the supervisor is low on both initiating structure and consideration; the supervisor's strategy for increasing productivity is to identify the most capable, motivated employees and give them more work. The plant's contract with the union makes it difficult for management to terminate workers for low performance, but does allow for discharge due to tardiness, absenteeism, and other forms of withdrawal.
Our model suggests John is a candidate for the management of poor impressions. He has a clear reason for intentionally looking bad (to avoid additional work), and his personal attributes (low self-esteem and low need for achievement) and situation (an already hectic work pace, a boring job, and an ineffective supervisor) make it likely that John will be motivated to manage poor impressions. The methods John intends to use to look bad will depend on his estimate of his ability to successfully implement a given method and on situational factors. He cannot very well withdraw from the workplace (he could be fired for doing so), and displaying a bad attitude would not necessarily lead his supervisor to believe John is incapable or unmotivated. Also, because John is currently a good worker, he cannot use "not working to potential" as a tactic. However, he may be able to decrease his performance quickly enough that his new boss won't recognize his potential; at any rate, decreasing performance would demonstrate low motivation. Also, broadcasting limitations could be effective in making John appear less capable. Hence, decreasing performance and broadcasting limitations would likely have the highest perceived efficacy. Given both the intent to 1995 193 manage poor impressions and several plausible methods for doing so, the model predicts John would attempt to manage poor impressions. The bulk of our results do not appear to be attributable to study artifacts such as an instructor effect. Still, future research should investigate several issues we did not address. First, later work must explicate the determinants of the correlation between scores on the impression management measures and the frequency with which respondents reported intentionally looking bad. Our interpretation was that employees with a tendency to engage in the management of favorable impressions were less likely than others to engage in the management of poor impressions. This interpretation was consistent with the theoretical underpinnings of Hypothesis 2. However, it is possible that the measure of the frequency with which respondents managed poor impressions was itself affected by impression management. The interpretation here would be that less candid respondents reported lower frequencies of intentionally looking bad because managing poor impressions is not socially desirable. Because we attempted to make completion of the survey nonthreatening by stressing confidentiality and our lack of intent to evaluate respondents, we find this second interpretation less plausible than the first. Nevertheless, later work should examine this issue in greater depth.
Second, the proportion of cases classified into the categories of methods and motives varied between our two studies. In the pilot, our instructions included an example of intentionally looking bad involving someone demonstrating a bad attitude to obtain concrete rewards. In the primary study, we provided an example involving someone decreasing performance to avoid unwanted work. The proportion of respondent cases classified into the categories seemed to vary accordingly. In the pilot study, 39.6 percent of the cases involved someone demonstrating a bad attitude, and in the primary study 10 percent of the cases were thus classified. Also, in the pilot 31.3 percent of the cases involved the avoidance motive, but in the primary study 60.4 percent of the cases involved this motive. Because of the implications of these findings for the internal validity of our study, future work needs to determine whether these differences are the result of variations in the demographic characteristics and work experience of the respondent groups or a priming effect within our instructions. If it is the latter, the reason for the priming effect should be determined. Perhaps the example serves as a cue for the recall of specific events.
Finally, the current study did not focus on how observers cognitively evaluate and interpret the intentionality associated with the management of unfavorable impressions. The labeling of most behavior is a function of imputed intentionality, but this fact has thus far not received great attention in the literature on impression management within organizations. Future theoretical and empirical work on the management of both favorable and unfavorable impressions should follow the lead of Jones (1964), who discussed the role of inferred intention in the ingratiation process.
In conclusion, we hope that we have taken several meaningful first steps toward promoting a greater appreciation of a somewhat neglected phenom-enon, the management of poor impressions in organizations. It is our belief that a heightened understanding of this behavior could enhance the effectiveness of individuals and organizations.
